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ABSTRACT

The Impact of Study Skills Courses on Academic Self-Efficacy
in College Students

by

Brenna M. Wernersbach, Master of Science
Utah State University, 2011

Major Professor: Susan Crowley, Ph.D.
Department: Psychology

Colleges across the nation are increasingly interested in improving retention of
students. Many universities have begun offering workshops and courses targeted at
improving study skills in academically underprepared students with the goal of helping
students succeed in higher education and continue enrollment. The impact of such
courses on study skills themselves has been supported, but prior research has not
examined the impact of courses on students’ beliefs about their ability to succeed in
college–that is, their levels of academic self-efficacy. This study examined pre- and
posttest levels of academic self-efficacy in college students enrolled in a study skills
course in comparison to students not enrolled in such a course. Results indicated that
students identified as academically underprepared did indeed have lower levels of skill
and academic self-efficacy than students not enrolled in study skills courses, and students
enrolled in study skills courses had greater increases in academic self-efficacy than
comparison students.
(83 pages)
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

One of the primary concerns of colleges and universities today is the retention of
students. Research suggests that retention, defined as consistent enrollment at one
institution across semesters, is impacted by individual factors such as adjustment to
college life, financial struggles, stress levels, and lack of study strategies (Lau, 2003).
Students who are unable to overcome such obstacles are more likely to drop out. Failure
to complete one’s college education has multiple negative consequences on both the
personal and institutional level. For the individual, dropping out of college may
negatively impact one’s self-esteem and reputation, as well as reduce job opportunities
and salary or wages. For the university, failure to retain students may impact funding
from legislature, attractiveness of the university for incoming students, and other aspects
of professional reputation.
To increase student retention, many colleges and universities employ a variety of
programs targeted at helping students persist in the higher learning setting, such as
general first year experience programs and more specific study skills courses and
workshops. Such interventions are designed to provide students with additional tools and
resources to facilitate academic success. Many colleges and universities identify a
population of “at-risk” incoming students who are placed on academic probation or
“warning status” based on factors such as high school GPA and ACT/SAT scores
(Abrams & Jernigan, 1984). Such academically underprepared students are subsequently
referred to study skills courses or workshops based on their predicted need. These classes
and workshops target study skill areas such as managing time, reading textbooks, taking
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class notes, utilizing available resources, and preparing for and taking exams. The effects
of study skill courses or workshops on student academic success and retention have been
examined in multiple studies and have been supported (Abrams & Jernigan, 1984;
Braunstein, Lesser, & Pescatrice, 2008; Polansky, Horan, & Hanish, 1993).
In addition to study skills, research attention has often focused on variables such
as high school GPA and ACT/SAT test scores as predictors of academic success.
Additionally, the research literature suggests that self-efficacy is an important predictor
of success (Hsieh, Sullivan, & Guerra, 2007; Klomegah, 2007). Self-efficacy refers to an
individual’s belief in his or her capability of successfully completing a particular task
(Bandura, 1989), and is a useful predictor of achievement, especially in specific rather
than global, domains. For example, in a few studies academic self-efficacy has been
shown to be a stronger predictor of academic success than general self-efficacy (Choi,
2005). Despite the evidence demonstrating the effectiveness of study skills courses and
workshops as well as the predictive value of academic self-efficacy, the impact of study
skills courses and workshops on student academic self-efficacy has not been examined.
In summary, the drive to retain students has led many colleges and universities to
implement study skills courses and workshops designed to help academically
underprepared students succeed. The effectiveness of many of these programs in
increasing student GPA and retention has been supported in previous research. However,
the impact of these programs on academic self-efficacy, another predictor of academic
success, has not been thoroughly investigated. The present study was designed to
examine pre- and postintervention levels of academic self-efficacy in university students
enrolled in a study skills course, as well as the predictive power of academic self-efficacy
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on academic outcome and retention into the following semester. It also examined
differences in levels of academic-self efficacy between the students enrolled in the study
skills course and a comparison group of students not enrolled in such a course.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In the following section, a discussion is provided describing the development of
the concept of self-efficacy via Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (1989) and the
differences between self-efficacy and other measures of self-beliefs including selfconcept, self-worth, and self-esteem. Prior research regarding the relationship between
self-efficacy and academic performance is also summarized as well as the current
literature regarding college and university interventions designed to increase student
retention. These interventions include first-year experience programs and academic
support services such as study skills courses and workshops. The course representing a
study skills intervention for the purposes of this study, Strategies for Academic Success,
is described in further detail.

Social Cognitive Theory and Self-Efficacy

Social cognitive theory as proposed by Bandura (1989) is based on the triadic
reciprocal determinism model of causation (Figure 1). This model asserts that personal
factors, behavior, and environmental influences are continuously shaping one another
(Bandura, 1989, p. 2). Each of these interactions may operate with differing intensities
and at different times. The interaction between personal factors and behavior reflects the
impact of an individual’s thoughts, feelings, and beliefs on her or his behavior and vice
versa. For instance, individuals may choose to study because they value learning
(behavior influenced by belief), or they may feel good about themselves because they
completed the task at hand (feeling influenced by behavior). The interaction between
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Triadic Reciprocal Determinism
Model
Environmental
Influences

Personal
Factors

Behavior

Figure 1. Triadic reciprocal determinism.

behavior and environmental influences reflects the modification of surroundings as a
result of behavior and, inversely, modification of behavior as a result of surroundings.
For example, an environment may be altered as a result of human behavior, such as a
path worn by traffic. On the other hand, behavior may be altered by the environment--an
individual elects to walk a paved path rather than cross a yard through grass. Finally, the
interaction between environmental influences and personal factors reflects the impact of
environmental factors such as social influences (modeling, instruction, persuasion) on
expectations, beliefs, and emotions as well as environmental reactions to personal
characteristics (such as race, gender, age, attractiveness).
The construct of self-efficacy emerged as a crucial component of social cognitive
theory. Bandura (1989) described self-efficacy as a motivational factor that may promote
or discourage action based on an individual’s judgment of her ability to control events
impacting her life. In other words, self-efficacy functions as a personal factor--an
individual’s belief in her ability to perform a particular behavior. Individuals who are
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doubtful about their capabilities are easily discouraged by struggles and failure, whereas
individuals with more confidence in their abilities persist despite these obstacles until
they find success. In this way, the personal factor of self-efficacy influences behavior by
way of action, effort and persistence. It is influenced in turn by environmental feedback
such as social comparison and verbal persuasion, and by personal perceptions of success
or failure.

Self-Efficacy Versus Other Self-Belief Constructs

A number of constructs are frequently used to examine individual self-beliefs,
including self-efficacy, self-concept, self-esteem, and self-worth (Bong & Clark, 1999;
Mercer, 2008). Although these constructs are similar in a number of ways, they also
demonstrate important differences with regard to specificity, and may be considered
“nested” within one another. Each of these constructs may be measured globally or
within specific domains or tasks, with greater predictive value as specificity increases
(Choi, 2005).
At the most specific level, one finds self-efficacy. Self-efficacy consists of a
person’s belief in her or his ability to complete a task (Bong & Clark, 1999). Selfefficacy beliefs are largely influenced by mastery standards of success or failure at the
individual level without consideration of social comparison. This construct is considered
domain specific and is best assessed at task levels rather than global levels. As reviewed
in the following section, self-efficacy has been found to be a strong predictor of academic
achievement.
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At the next level is self-concept. While self-efficacy is a construct that is
primarily cognitive (“I am confident in my ability to…”), self-concept is both cognitive
and affective (“I feel I am good at…”). Self-concept is tied to an individual’s feelings
about him- or herself as a person in addition to that individual’s belief in his or her
ability. Additionally, self-concept emphasizes social comparison, or an individual’s
relative standing in a group, as opposed to one’s own past performance as in selfefficacy. In other words, self-concept is peer-comparative while self-efficacy is selfcomparative. Self-concept, like self-efficacy, demonstrates greater predictive value when
assessed at more specific levels, such as the academic subject level, and it exhibits strong
relationships with anxiety, apprehension, internal motivation, and values (Bong & Clark,
1999.)
At the most global level is self-worth or self-esteem. These terms are typically
used interchangeably and represent an individual’s evaluation of his or her value as a
person (Mercer, 2008). Although this construct is influenced by self-efficacy and selfconcept, it is broader and accounts for the individual’s value of him- or herself across a
number of domains. Because self-esteem operates at a global level, it is not always
consistent with self-efficacy or self-concept. Most people tend to value activities they are
good at (high self-efficacy or self-concept), and place less value on those activities in
which they struggle (low self-efficacy or self-concept), in which case, a person’s
perception of him- or herself appears to be “weighted” by that individual’s personal
values. For example, if a student receives low marks in school, his or her self-esteem is
more likely to be impacted by the perceived failure if the individual values academics. In
a study conducted by Pullman and Allik (2008) an inverse relationship was found
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between academic self-esteem and academic performance: students with higher academic
achievement (e.g., grades) reported lower self-esteem while those with lower
achievement reported higher self-esteem. The researchers suggested that “defensive
pessimism and self-protective enhancement” (p. 559) may function to protect students.
These mechanisms may prevent inflated self-esteem in high-achieving students, who
struggle to reach their own high standards, while allowing lower-achieving students to
“save face” by setting lower standards for themselves due to less personal value placed
on academic achievement.
A variety of self-belief constructs have been examined in prior research. These
beliefs appear to exist on a continuum of specificity, with self-efficacy representing the
most specific construct and self-esteem the most global. Each of these constructs has
been investigated in relationship to academic performance with varying results. Selfesteem has been demonstrated to result in an inverse relationship with academic
performance (e.g., Pullman & Allik, 2008), while self-efficacy and self-concept have
each been considered predictors of college academic performance (Choi, 2005). In
general, the greater the specificity of the predictor, the better the prediction of specific
outcomes. Thus, based on the continuum of specificity, self-efficacy is more predictive
than self-concept, and the more task specific the form of self-efficacy (general vs.
academic vs. task specific), the stronger its predictive value.

Self-Efficacy and Academic Performance

Self-efficacy has been found to be a significant predictor of multiple indicators of
academic performance including college GPA, course grade, goal orientation adoption,
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academic attributional style, and stress (Camgoz, Tektas, & Metin, 2008; Gore, 2006;
Hsieh et al., 2007; Klomegah, 2007; Zajacova, Lynch, & Espenshade, 2005).
A study conducted by Gore (2006) evaluated the extent to which academic selfefficacy accounted for variance in college outcomes beyond that accounted for by
standardized test scores, specifically the ACT. Participants included first-year college
students enrolled in a freshmen orientation/transition class. Participants completed two
measures of self-efficacy: the College Self Efficacy Inventory (CSEI) and the Academic
Self-Confidence (ASC) scale from the Student Readiness Inventory, a validated selfreport measure of student perceived preparedness and ability to succeed in school. The
results of the study indicated that the ASC and CSEI were weak but significant predictors
of college GPA. However, end-of-semester CSEI scores were significantly more
predictive of GPA than were beginning-of-semester scores, indicating that over the
course of a student’s first semester in college there was a significant change in selfefficacy beliefs. Gore has suggested that “academic self-efficacy belief measures such as
the ASC scale or CSEI could be used to evaluate the effectiveness of [academic
interventions such as tutoring, supplemental instruction, advising, or study skills
workshops] or other student success programs” (p. 112).
The relationship between self-efficacy and goal orientation has also been
investigated (Hsieh et al., 2007). The researchers defined goal orientation as student
motives for completing academic tasks, and indicated that although both self-efficacy and
goal orientation have been tied to academic performance, they had not been previously
linked to one another. Three goal orientation styles were described: (a) mastery goals
(developing and improving ability), (b) performance-approach goals (demonstrating
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ability), and (c) performance-avoidance goals (hiding lack of ability). The researchers
investigated the extent to which student self-reported levels of self-efficacy and goal
orientation styles were able to predict academic achievement, as well as the differences in
adoption of goal orientation styles among successful/unsuccessful students. The sample
included 60 “unsuccessful” students (GPA <2.0, on academic probation) and 52
“successful” students (GPA  2.0, good academic standing). The researchers found that
self-efficacy was the best predictor of GPA (and therefore standing as a “successful”
student), and that successful students were more likely to endorse mastery goal
orientations. In contrast, students who reported low levels of self-efficacy were more
likely to demonstrate low GPA and adopt performance-avoidance goal orientations. In
other words, students with high levels of self-efficacy aimed to master material and were
more likely to achieve a “successful” GPA, while students with low levels of selfefficacy avoided interactions with the material and demonstrated low GPA. However,
consideration should be given to the fact that while all of the students in the
“unsuccessful” group were freshmen, none of the “successful students” were freshmen;
therefore a number of other variables may account for these differences.
In another study of college students, Klomegah (2007) examined the extent to
which academic self-efficacy, self-set goals, assigned goals, and ability predicted
academic performance, and whether these constructs were better predictors of college
success than the traditional variable of high school GPA. The sample consisted of 103
university undergraduate students taking sociology courses, during which they completed
survey questionnaires. Results indicated a moderate positive correlation between selfefficacy and academic performance (r = .32, p < .01), but a stronger positive correlation
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between high school GPA and academic performance (r = .54, p < .01). The remaining
variables were not significantly related to academic performance independently, but the
four variables (self-efficacy, self-set goals, assigned goals, and ability) together
accounted for 40% of the variance in academic performance. It should be noted that this
study used course grade as its outcome measure rather than college GPA. As suggested
by the researcher, the present study will utilize current semester GPA as the measure of
academic performance rather than course grade.
The relationship between general self-efficacy, academic attributional style
(AAS), and gender has been investigated in British and Turkish college students
(Camgoz et al., 2008). The results of the study suggested that being female and being
from a Western culture were important predictors of negative AAS, but self-efficacy did
not significantly add to the prediction of AAS for either culture. The researchers note that
future research might benefit from targeting academic self-efficacy rather than
generalized self-efficacy.
The predictive values of self-efficacy and stress have also been compared
(Zajacova et al., 2005). The academic predictive value of these constructs was evaluated
in a sample of nontraditional (largely immigrant and minority) college freshmen. A
measure was developed to assess levels of academic self-efficacy and stress as they relate
to specific tasks (writing term papers, asking questions in class, p. 685). Academic
success was measured by first year cumulative grades, credits, and retention into the
second year of college. The results of the study found that academic self-efficacy
demonstrated a strong positive effect on freshmen grades and credits, and was the single
strongest predictor of GPA, even accounting for high school academic performance and

12
demographic variables. However, self-efficacy did not have a significant effect on
student retention into the following year. Stress was found to have a negative but
insignificant effect on GPA and no relationship to college credits, but demonstrated a
marginal positive relationship to retention.
In summary, the body of empirical research indicates that academic self-efficacy
is an important predictor of academic success, particularly when success is
operationalized as college GPA and course grades. However, the influence of
interventions such as study skills course and workshops on academic self-efficacy has not
been investigated. Based on the recommendations made by the aforementioned
researchers, the current study proposes to evaluate the impact of a course designed to
target study skills on student levels of self-efficacy. The study will compare pre- and
post-test levels of reported self-efficacy in college freshmen. Additionally, the study will
emphasize academic self-efficacy rather than generalized self-efficacy and proposes to
use semester GPA rather than course grade as a measure of academic performance.

University Interventions

Many universities currently employ a variety of programs designed to help
students adjust to and succeed in higher learning settings. Such programs may have
difference foci, from first-year experience programs that exclusively target new college
students to academic support services that offer focused courses and workshops aimed
and teaching students skills necessary for academic success. First-year experience
programs, academic support services, and Utah State University’s Strategies for
Academic Success course will each be described.
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First-Year Experience Programs
A student’s first year of college is critical not only with regard to academic
learning, but also in laying a foundation for further academic success and retention at the
university. However, approximately one-in-four new college students are not retained
into their second academic year at the average American four-year university or college
(ACT, 2002). Student experiences at college appear to be the most powerful predictors
of the development of academic competence, not prior experiences or characteristics
students brought with them (Reason, Terenzini, & Domingo, 2006). These college
experiences may include experiencing a sense of support from faculty and staff, being
cognitively engaged with material, and encountering diverse individuals and ideas.
First-year experience programs are one example of how universities seek to
influence students’ first year at the university, and have demonstrated effectiveness in
facilitating retention of students new to the college environment. These courses may
focus on academic topics and aim to increase student-to-student and faculty-to-student
interactions, improve student-to-faculty ratios, incorporate collaborative-learning
opportunities, link curriculum to prior and concurrent learning, increase academic
expectations and engagement, and assist students who are academically underprepared
for college (Barefoot, 2000; Sidle & McReynolds, 2009). Other programs include social
components, such as aiming to increase student involvement on campus and utilization of
campus resources, and reduce or prevent binge drinking (Barefoot, 2000).
Sidle and McReynolds (2009) examined the continued enrollment of students who
participated in a freshman-year experience course compared to a matched sample of
students not enrolled in the course. Their results indicated that the course correlated with
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greater retention of students into the fall term of the next academic year among those who
had taken the course (63% retained) versus those who had not (56% retained).
Furthermore, students who took the freshman-year experience course were more likely to
complete their other courses during both fall and spring semesters than comparison
students, and earned higher cumulative grade point averages. While it appears that firstyear experience programs have positive outcomes for students who chose to participate in
them, they are unable to influence those students who are beyond their first year in
college but would likely benefit from added instruction.

Academic Support Services
In addition to first-year experiences programs that target students new to higher
learning environments, academic support services may be employed by colleges and
universities to support students with various levels of academic experience. Academic
support services such as study skills courses and workshops are designed to educate
students about tools and resources available to facilitate success in higher learning
environments. Often, incoming students who may be academically underprepared are
encouraged or even required to participate in such programs based on factors such as high
school GPA or ACT/SAT scores (Abrams & Jernigan, 1984). Academic support services
offer students help in a number of formats, such as individual counseling, tutoring, study
skills courses, and study skills workshops. These programs commonly target study skill
areas such as time management, reading techniques for textbooks, effective note taking,
utilization of available resources such as libraries, and techniques for studying for and
taking exams. As previously indicated, programs providing academic support have
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demonstrated significant effects on student academic success and retention (Abrams &
Jernigan, 1984; Braunstein et al., 2008; Polansky et al., 1993).
Abrams and Jernigan (1984) investigated the relationship between student use of
support services and academic success in high-risk college freshmen. The “high-risk”
students were admitted to Eastern Michigan University (EMU) as a part of the PASS
(Promote Academic Survival and Success) program and were required to participate in
support service programs during their first year of college, including instruction in study
skills. The study skills instruction included “test taking techniques, textbook attack
methodology, note taking, memory skills training, and time management” (p. 263).
Students were required to participate in study skills instruction, but were provided with
the option of attending scheduled workshops or receiving individual help at the support
center. Additionally, free peer tutoring was available to students. The impact of a number
of variables were investigated, including the number of hours spent in the reading and
study skills program, number of tutor contacts, ACT composite scores and pre- and postNelson Denny Reading Test (NDR). Using stepwise multiple regression, the number of
hours spent obtaining services in reading and study skills areas and the number of visits
to the tutor were the greatest contributors to academic success, with the single best
predictor being the number of hours spent in the reading and study skills program. The
authors concluded that the most accurate predictor of first-semester college GPA was
student willingness to seek help, and suggested that “admission of high-risk students
should be on the condition that they participate in support programs” (p. 272).
The effect of study skills training and career counseling on the retention of at-risk
students has also been examined (Polansky et al., 1993). Students were classified as at-
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risk if they met the following criteria: freshmen status, undecided major, and presence of
“academic deficiencies” (GPA < 2.0, lack of certain high school courses, SAT < 930 or
ACT < 21). Students were considered to have been “retained” if they were enrolled in
school for two consecutive semesters after the end of treatment. Four intervention groups
were employed. The study-skills-alone group and career-counseling-alone each
participated in four 90-minute sessions across 2 weeks. The third intervention group
received a combined- treatment and participated in both interventions and met for six 90minute sessions across three weeks, with one session of each intervention per week. The
fourth group received no treatment. One hundred percent of the study-skills-alone
participants were retained, in comparison to 33% of the control group. Study-skills-alone
participants also were considered significantly more successful (GPA > 2.0) than those in
the career-counseling-alone and combined treatments. In fact, 89% of study-skills-alone
participants had GPA’s above 2.0 at follow-up. The authors concluded that study skills
training focused on time management, goal setting, learning styles, and relaxation
appears to be “an effective way to improve the retention of students at risk for dropping
out of school” (p. 492). Interestingly, students in the study-skills-alone treatment group
did not self-report improved study habits compared to the other treatment groups, despite
their higher GPAs.
In another study, Braunstein et al. (2008) examined the retention rate of freshmen
students, comparing retention rates of all freshmen at a medium-sized college to those of
participants in a program for disadvantaged students. Students admitted to the program
were required to meet at least one of the following criteria: presence of a physical or
learning disability, family income below a level mandated by the federal government, or
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neither parent graduated from a 4-year college. Students who participated in the program
were provided with “personal, academic, and financial aid counseling, help with study
skills, tutoring, career planning, peer mentoring, and exposure to cultural enrichment
activities” (p. 36). Retention was monitored over a 3-year period. Based on previous
research, it was expected that there would be higher levels of retention among all
freshmen than within the group of disadvantaged students, but results indicated equal
retention rates in both groups. Additionally, retention within the general student
population was impacted to a greater degree by demographic, academic, and financial
factors than in the disadvantaged group. The authors concluded that the programs offered
to disadvantaged students “leveled the playing field” (p. 36). This finding is of interest
because it indicates that the implementation of programs designed to provide support to
disadvantaged students effectively lowers the predicted likelihood of student dropout.

Psychology 1730: Strategies
for Academic Success
Utah State University offers a course with similar goals to the interventions
mentioned above and was the course from which a sample of academically underprepared
students was selected for the present study. Psychology 1730 is described by the
university’s website as “a dynamic, hands-on course designed to help students develop
learning, study, and critical thinking strategies necessary for college success” (USU
Academic Resource Center: Classes, n.d.). Although Psychology 1730 is not a mandatory
course for incoming students, “provisionally admitted” students are strongly encouraged
by advisors in University Advising to take the class (C. Rosenthal, personal
communication, October 5, 2008). Students are considered “provisional admits” if they
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are admitted with less than a 2.5 high school GPA, 18 ACT composing score, and 90
admissions “index.” This index is a combination of ACT score and high school GPA
(see Appendix A). In addition, some students who were suspended and have returned to
the University are required to take the course as decided by the matriculation advisor.
Students typically become aware of the course through their academic advisor, through
parent workshops at incoming student orientation, professors, Academic Resource Center
staff, other student services staff (e.g., Disability Resource Center, Counseling and
Psychological Services) or other advertising. The majority of students enrolled in the
course are referred by advisors, parents, and student services professionals (see Table 1
for a list of common referrals for the course). Although students who take study skills
courses are referred to using a variety of terms (e.g., at-risk), for the purposes of this
study, students enrolled in USU’s study skills course will be referred to as academically
underprepared.
The aim of the course, as outlined in a typical syllabus (see Appendix B), is to
educate students about skills and techniques facilitating academic success in higher
learning institutions. Courses incorporate lectures, assigned readings, classroom
activities, and “hands-on” practice targeting note-taking, time management, learning
strategies, and test preparation skills. Students are asked to assess their own strengths and
weaknesses, develop and implement a plan for improvement, evaluate the effectiveness
of different strategies presented, and adapt such strategies accordingly in order to render
them most useful to the individual. Students are graded based on attendance,
participation, effort, and demonstrated skills proficiency. The class is seven weeks long
with two sessions offered sequentially in each fall and spring semesters and one session
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Table 1
List of Reasons for Referral to Psychology 1730
Reason for referral to Psy 1730
Provisional admit
Provisional re-admit
Placed on warning or probation
Non-traditional student
International undergraduate –
adjustment to U.S. educational
system
Difficulty in one or more
prerequisite classes
Traditional first-time freshman
wanting to ensure success
Test anxiety, time management

Learning disability

Referral source
University Advising
Matriculation advisor
Academic advisor
Self-referred, academic advisor
International Students and Scholars office

Self-referred, academic advisor, professor
Self-referred, parent, Access and Diversity Center
Self-referred, academic advisor, Counseling and
Psychological Services, parent, professor, Disability
Resource Center
Self-referred, parent, Disability Resource Center,
Counseling and Psychological Services

offered in the summer. Typically during fall semester, five to six sections are offered
during the first session and an additional two to three sections during the second session.
In spring, two to three sections are offered during the first session and one to two during
the second session. Each section typically consists of 25 students.

Psychology 1010: General Psychology
The comparison group for the present study was composed of students enrolled in
Psychology 1010: General Psychology. This course was selected for a number of reasons.
First, Psychology 1010 is a general education course that approximately 1,500 students
complete each year. Many students elect to take the course in their first year at the
university making a large sample of students available who are similar in experience to
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those enrolled in Psychology 1730. Additionally, instructors of introductory psychology
courses are amenable to presenting their students with opportunities to participate in
research activities, frequently encouraging participation through the offering of course
credit or extra credit. Typically, three sections are offered during fall semester with
enrollment capacities set at 250 students per section, as well as three sections of similar
size during spring semester.

Summary

Research has demonstrated that academic self-efficacy appears to be a meaningful
predictor of academic performance in relation to course outcome and college GPA. Many
universities have implemented interventions such as first year experience programs in
attempts to increase retention of students from one year to the next, however these
programs do not provide support to students beyond their first year at the university.
Academic support services, on the other hand, are typically available to all students
regardless of academic class. These services, which may include study skills instruction,
peer tutoring, and personal and career counseling to “at risk” or disadvantaged students
have demonstrated a positive influence on student academic success. However, despite
evidence regarding the influence of academic self-efficacy on measures of academic
success, the relationship between study skills courses and workshops and student levels
of academic self-efficacy has not been investigated. The present study used a sample of
students from a study skills intervention course as well as a sample of comparison
students not enrolled in such a course to examine this relationship. Specifically, the
following research questions were addressed.
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1. Is there a statistically significant difference in levels of academic selfefficacy between students enrolled in study skills courses and those who are not (a) at the
beginning of the semester, (b) at the end of the semester?
2.

Does study skills course participation result in a change in academic self-

efficacy as measured at the beginning and the end of the course? Do such academically
underprepared students demonstrate greater changes in level of academic self-efficacy in
comparison to students not enrolled in the course? Does academic self-efficacy mediate
the relationship between study skills and academic success, and is this relationship
different for students enrolled or not enrolled in study skills courses?
3.

Can the variables of academic self-efficacy and semester GPA accurately

predict students’ retention into the following semester?
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CHAPTER III
METHOD

Participants

The accessible population for this study consisted of Utah State University
undergraduate students. The study examined two samples of freshman and sophomore
students; a sample of students enrolled in Psychology 1730, Strategies for Academic
Success, as well as a second comparison group of students not enrolled in the course
during fall semester 2009. The comparison group sample was taken from Psychology
1010, General Psychology. Students who enroll in each of these courses typically do so
early in their college careers. Participants enrolled in both courses were counted in the
Psychology 1730 sample only.
Approximately 425 students were presented with the option of participation in the
study (175 academically underprepared students, 250 comparison students). In total, 374
students initially signed and submitted informed consent and were contacted for
participation (163 academically underprepared students, 211 comparison students). Of
these, 300 participants completed the CSEI and MSLQ online-preassessments (80.2%),
and 285 completed the LASSI pretest (76.2%). Of those that completed the pretests, 266
completed the CSEI and MSLQ follow-up (88.7%), and 252 completed the LASSI
posttest (88.4%) (126 academically underprepared students, 111 comparison students).
Participants who did not complete the pre- and posttests for all measures were removed
prior to analyses. This resulted in a final sample size of 237 participants who had
completed all required measures and were retained for the data analyses (63.4% of those
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who provided an informed consent). A total of 207 students completed all measures
during the first session of testing (86 academically underprepared students, 121
comparison students) and an additional 30 students participated during the second session
(25 academically underprepared students, 5 comparison students). Therefore, the overall
sample was comprised of 111 academically underprepared students (Psy 1730; 46.8%)
and a comparison group of 126 students (Psy 1010; 53.2%). Descriptions of the two
samples and the total sample are presented in Tables 2 and 3, respectively.
A series of independent sample t tests was conducted to evaluate the differences
between the academically underprepared and comparison group students. Results from
these analyses indicated that there was a significant difference between groups with
regard to age (t = 3.99, p < .01), ACT composite score (t = -4.135, p <.01), and high
school grade point average (t = -5.97, p < .01). Academically underprepared students
tended to be older than comparison group students, which is unsurprising because many
students referred to the study skills course have not entered college directly after high
school. Likewise, academically underprepared students had lower ACT composite scores
and high school GPAs--additional factors that frequently lead to referral into the course
examined. No significant differences were found between groups on SAT scores,
however very few participants in the sample appeared to have taken the SAT.
To assess categorical differences between groups, chi-square tests were
conducted. Gender distribution between the two groups was significantly different, χ2
(1, n = 237) = 7.31, p = .008, Cramer’s v = .173, with a greater proportion of females
participating in the comparison group. Class distribution was also unequal between
groups, χ2 (3, n = 237) = 11.18, p = .011, Cramer’s v = 2.17, with more upperclassmen
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participating in the comparison group. Overall, both samples were primarily Caucasian
without significant differences between groups.

Table 2
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (by Session)

Characteristic
Mean age (yrs)
(SD)

Testing Session 1
1730
1010
n = 86
n = 121
22.83
20.08
(6.35)
(2.93)

Testing Session 2
1730
1010
n = 25
n=5
21.32
18.60
(3.99)
(0.89)

Gender (n, %)
Female
Male

46 (53.5)
40 (46.5)

80 (66.1)
41 (33.9)

9 (36.0)
16 (64.0)

4 (80.0)
1 (20.0)

Ethnicity (n, %)
White, non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black, non-Hispanic
Multicultural
Unspecified/other

84 (97.7)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
1 (1.2)
0 (0.0)
1 (1.2)

109 (90.1)
4 (3.3)
2 (1.6)
0 (0.0)
1 (0.8)
5 (4.1)

20 (80.0)
1 (4.0)
1 (4.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
3 (12.0)

4 (80.0)
1 (20.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)

Class (n, %)
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

52 (60.5)
27 (31.4)
6 (7.0)
1 (1.2)

48 (39.7)
45 (37.2)
20 (16.5)
8 (6.6)

14 (56.0)
5 (20.0)
3 (12.0)
3 (12.0)

1 (20.0)
2 (40.0)
1 (20.0)
1 (20.0)

ACT composite score (n)
Mean
SD
SAT total score (n)
Mean
SD
High school GPA (n)
Mean
SD

72
21.79
4.34
4
935.00
177.48
67
3.29
0.49

112
24.19
3.80
7
1111.43
213.03
108
3.65
0.35

18
21.72
4.25
3
906.67
171.56
21
3.24
0.55

4
22.00
2.94
0
4
3.64
0.20

Note. Percentages are out of column totals; not all participants had records of their ACT or SAT scores or
high school GPA.
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Table 3
Demographic Characteristics of the Total Sample

Characteristic
Mean age (yrs)
SD
Gender (n, %)
Female
Male
Ethnicity (n, %)
White, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black, Non-Hispanic
Multicultural
Unspecified/Other
Class (n, %)
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
ACT composite score (n)
Mean
SD
SAT total score (n)
Mean
SD
High school GPA (n)
Mean
SD

1730
n = 111
22.49
5.92

Total sample
1010
n =126
20.02
2.89

Total
n = 237
21.18
4.72

55 (49.5)
56 (50.5)

84 (66.7)
42 (33.3)

139 (58.6)
98 (41.4)

104
1
1
1
0
4

(93.7)
(0.9)
(0.9)
(0.9)
(0.0)
(3.6)

113
5
2
0
1
5

(89.7)
(4.0)
(1.6)
(0.0)
(0.8)
(4.0)

66 (59.5)
32 (28.8)
9 (8.1)
4 (3.6)

49 (38.9)
47 (37.3)
21 (16.7)
9 (7.1)

90
21.78
4.30
7
922.86
160.59
88
3.28
0.50

116
24.11
3.79
7
111.43
213.03
112
3.65
0.35

217
6
3
1
1
9

(91.6)
(2.5)
(1.3)
(0.4)
(0.4)
(3.8)

115 (48.5)
79 (33.3)
30 (12.7)
13 (5.5)

Note. Percentages are out of column totals; not all participants had records of their ACT or
SAT scores or high school GPA.
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Measures

This project employed the use of two self-report measures designed to target the
independent variable of academic self-efficacy, The Motivated Strategies for Learning
Questionnaire and the College Self-Efficacy Inventory, and a measure designed to assess
student study skills, the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI). Internal
consistency reliability data for each of the measures as reported and as analyzed in the
collected data may be reviewed in a table later. Results were consistent with reports from
other research studies using the measures and indicated that the data could support the
proposed analyses. Additionally, a short questionnaire was developed to collect
participant demographic data.

Motivated Strategies for Learning
Questionnaire (MSLQ)
The MSLQ (Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990) arose out of the perceived need for a
measure that could be used to assess student motivation and learning strategies and
thereby help students and faculty facilitate learning (Duncan & McKeachie, 2005). The
measure was developed using a social-cognitive perspective of motivation and learning
strategies, and emphasizes the interaction of motivation and cognition (Pintrich, Smith,
Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991). This measure has been used to assess the nature of
motivation and use of learning strategies, to refine theoretical understanding of
motivational constructs, to understand individual differences in self-regulated learning,
and, most frequently, to evaluate the effects of courses on students. Although the validity
of self-report measures is subject to criticism based on participant biases, the MSLQ has
demonstrated factorial, structural, and predictive validity as a whole (Davenport, 2003),
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and its self-efficacy subscale has demonstrated convergent and divergent validity with
other measures of self-efficacy (Bong & Hocevar, 2002).
The MSLQ is a self-report measure consisting of 81 items scored on a Likert scale
ranging from 1 (not at all true of me) to 7 (very true of me). Items correspond with 6
motivation subscales and 9 learning strategies scales that may be used collectively or
independently. Because of the focus of this study, items from the Self-Efficacy for
Learning and Performance Scale and Control of Learning Beliefs Scale were used for
data analyses (see Appendix D). The Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance scale
consists of eight items (5, 6, 12, 15, 20, 21, 29, 31) designed to assess student expectancy
for task specific success as well as evaluations of personal ability and skill in performing
said task (Duncan & McKeachie, 2005). This subscale has previously demonstrated high
internal consistency reliability (α = .93; Duncan & McKeachie, 2005), as was true for the
present sample (pretest α = .94, posttest α = .95). The Control of Learning Beliefs Scale
consists of 4 items (2, 9, 18, 25) designed to assess student beliefs that outcomes are
contingent on personal effort, rather than teacher variables or “luck.” This subscale has
demonstrated moderate internal consistency reliability (α = .68; Duncan & McKeachie,
2005), although this was higher in the present sample (pretest α = .72, posttest α = .82).
Scale scores are calculated by taking the mean of the items that make up the scale with
negatively worded items reverse scored. Higher scores indicate higher levels of selfefficacy. These two scales of the MSLQ assess aspects of academic self-efficacy that this
project was concerned with and were therefore summed to create a MSLQ total score for
the regression analyses conducted.
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College Self-Efficacy Inventory (CSEI)
The CSEI (Solberg, O'Brien, Villarreal, Kennel, & Davis, 1993) was created in
order to more adequately describe the role of self-efficacy beliefs in student academic
performance and retention (Gore, Leuwerke, & Turley, 2005). It was designed to assess
an individual’s beliefs in his or her ability to complete a variety of college-related
behaviors, and has been suggested for use in investigations of the efficacy of college
orientation programs.
The CSEI is a self-report measure consisting of 20 items scored on a Likert scale
from 1 (not at all confident) to 10 (extremely confident) and is included in Appendix E.
The items correspond with three subscales: academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy,
and roommate self-efficacy. The CESI has demonstrated convergent validity through
positive correlation with measures of parental and peer support and academic integration,
as well as divergent validity as evidenced by negative correlation with measures of
academic and psychological stress (Gore et al., 2005).
Although this study was primarily concerned with items included in the academic
self-efficacy subscale (e.g., “Write a course paper,” “Do well on your exams,”), many
items on the social self-efficacy subscale were relevant to the research questions (e.g.,
“Ask a question in class,” Talk to your professors,”), therefore these two subscales were
included in the present study. The roommate self-efficacy subscale, however, was
irrelevant to the research questions of this study, and items from this scale (n = 4) were
omitted from data collection. Previously reported internal consistency reliability
estimates range from .62 to .89 for scale scores (Gore et al., 2005). The data from this
project demonstrated high internal reliability on the academic self-efficacy subscale
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(pretest α = .89, posttest α = .89), as well as the social self-efficacy subscale (pretest α =
.88, posttest α = .90). Because these two subscales assess aspects of academic selfefficacy that this project was concerned with, the subscales were summed to create a
CSEI total score for the regression analyses conducted.

Learning and Study Strategies
Inventory (LASSI)
The LASSI is an assessment measure of learning and study strategies developed
for use with high school and college students. It is aimed at addressing student awareness
about and use of skill, will, and self-regulation components of learning. The LASSI may
be used to screen for student strengths and weaknesses, diagnose areas for intervention,
and help instructors assess the current functioning of students. The LASSI may also be
used as “a pre-post achievement measure for students participating in programs or
courses focused on learning strategies and study skills” (Weinstein & Palmer, 2002, p. 4),
as well as an evaluation of the degree of success of such courses and programs and as a
tool for academic advisors/counselors.
The LASSI is a self-report measure that may be completed via paper-and-pencil
and self scored, or completed online and scored by computer. It is composed of 80 items
divided across 10 scales. The scales are designed to correspond with one of three
strategic learning components: skill, will, and self-regulation. Skill component scales
include information processing, selecting main ideas, and test strategies. Will component
scales include anxiety, attitude, and motivation. Finally, Self-Regulation scales include
concentration, self-testing, study aids, and time management. Each of these components,
and many of these scales, is targeted in the 1730 course. Internal consistency data for
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individual scales is displayed in Table 4 (Weinstein & Palmer, 2002). The convergent
validity of LASSI scores has been supported through positive correlations with other
measures of self-regulated learning, such as the Meta-cognitive Awareness Inventory
(MAI) and MSLQ (Muis, Winne, & Jamieson-Noel, 2007). For this project, LASSI scale
scores have been automatically computed by the LASSI software, therefore scale level
item consistency data is not available for the present sample. Chronbach’s alpha levels
for all scales together in this study was high, with α = .84 at pretest and α = .87 at posttest

Demographic Questionnaire
A demographic questionnaire was developed for the purposes of the present study
to describe the participants and investigate any systematic differences between groups.
Demographics of interest in this study included student admission indices (Appendix A),
first semester college GPA, age, number of university completed semesters and credits,
number of concurrent credits, and academic condition (good standing, probation,
warning, etc.; see Appendix C).

Table 4
Internal Consistency Data for LASSI Scales
LASSI Scale
Anxiety
Attitude
Concentration
Information processing
Motivation
Self-testing
Study aids
Time management
Test strategies

Reported 
.87
.77
.86
.84
.84
.89
.73
.85
.80
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The dependent variables in this study, overall GPA and college retention, were
assessed following the completion of the semester in which the course was taken. This
data was gathered from official school records as released by the participants according
to the informed consent presented and signed prior to participation.

Procedure

Students were recruited for participation at two points during fall semester 2009
in line with the start date of each 7-week session of the 1730 course. At the time of first
recruitment, seven sections of 1730 (four instructors) were invited to participate in the
study as well as two sections of 1010 (two instructors). Instructors of the 1730 courses
agreed prior to the semester to include participation in the study as a course assignment,
allowing students to request an alternate assignment if they preferred not to participate.
Instructors presented the study to their classes and distributed and collected the informed
consent forms (see Appendix F). Students enrolled in the 1010 courses were eligible to
earn a lab credit for completion of the study. Announcements regarding participation
were made at the end of class periods, during which time informed consent documents
were distributed, signed, and collected. This process was repeated at the beginning of the
second 7-week session of 1730 (two sections of 1730 and two instructors) and one
section of 1010. Because of the high rate of participation in the initial 1010 sample, we
elected not to sample both sections of 1010 for the second session.
Students submitted a preferred email address for contact as part of the informed
consent. This information was used to email a link to the online pretest measures. All
measures were completed online via Survey Monkey and the LASSI web administration
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site. Upon arrival at the survey website, participants were asked to confirm that they had
received a copy of the informed consent document and were then routed to the measures.
At the end of the 7-week period, students were contacted again with a link to the posttest
measures. Measures were presented in a standardized order beginning with the
demographic questions, followed by the MSLQ, CSEI, and the LASSI during both preand posttesting.
Following the completion of the semester, any participants who had not
completed both portions of the study were eliminated from the data set as indicated
previously. Academic information for the remaining participants was released by the
Registrar’s Office as outlined in the informed consent. Information released included
demographic data such as gender, ethnicity, and year of birth as well as academic
information including number of completed credits, course grade, term GPA, overall
GPA, class level, and academic standing. Once all Survey Monkey, LASSI, and registrar
data had been collected, participants were assigned unique identification numbers, which
replaced all previous identifying information (University identification number, name,
email address, etc.).
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Research Question One

The first research question asked whether a statistically significant difference
existed in levels of academic self-efficacy between students enrolled in study skills
courses and those who were not (a) at the beginning of the semester, and (b) at the end of
the semester. To address this question, independent sample t tests and an effect size
estimate (Cohen’s d) compared academically underprepared and comparison students’
levels of academic self-efficacy at each time point. Levene’s tests for homogeneity of
variance were nonsignificant for all scales, with the exception of the CSEI academic selfefficacy scale at pretest. An adjusted t was used to account for the heterogeneity of
variance on this scale. Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 5. The
results of the t tests are presented in Table 6.
On the CSEI there was a statistically significant difference between groups on the
academic self-efficacy subscale at pretest with academically underprepared students
scoring lower than comparison students. Effect size for this finding was medium (d =
.29), suggesting that clinically meaningful differences existed between the two groups.
This indicates that students were appropriately selected for the study skills course,
although it may be that placement in the course had a significant impact on selfperception as well. There were no statistically significant differences on the academic
self-efficacy subscale at posttest, nor were there any significant differences on the social
self-efficacy subscale at either time period. Thus, academically underprepared students
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Table 5
Means and Standard Deviations at Pre- and Posttest by Group
Group

Scale
CSEI
Academic self-efficacy
Social self-efficacy
MSLQ
SE for learning and
performance
Control of learning beliefs
LASSI
Anxiety
Attitude
Concentration
Information processing
Motivation
Self-testing
Selecting main ideas
Study aids
Time management
Test strategies

Academically underprepared
Pretest
Posttest
M
SD
M
SD

Comparison students
Pretest
Posttest
M
SD
M
SD

6.56
6.43

1.52
1.66

7.21
7.02

1.18
1.61

6.93
6.66

1.08
1.55

7.02
6.92

1.14
1.57

5.92

0.92

6.29

0.81

5.75

0.82

5.79

0.96

6.02

0.82

6.25

0.84

6.18

0.75

6.10

0.89

23.14
31.70
26.25
26.16
30.23
20.95
26.30
22.48
23.93
27.36

7.71
4.28
5.57
4.99
5.39
5.84
6.12
5.55
6.03
4.90

26.32
33.02
28.70
30.14
32.71
25.98
29.82
26.08
27.43
30.51

7.23
4.88
5.75
4.93
4.95
6.11
5.40
5.41
6.44
4.57

25.89
32.13
26.64
26.25
31.56
22.27
27.49
23.09
23.79
28.75

7.10
3.74
5.36
5.17
4.97
5.64
5.73
4.69
6.69
5.06

27.35
32.58
27.27
28.41
32.67
22.23
29.25
24.24
24.75
29.90

4.08
4.08
5.36
5.62
4.78
5.94
5.30
5.00
6.40
4.71

increased their academic self efficacy over the duration of the course, moving to a level
similar to the comparison students.
On the MSLQ there was a statistically significant difference between the two
groups on the Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance scale at posttest with
academically underprepared students scoring higher than comparison students. This
difference had near-large effect size (d = .57), and suggests that participation in the study
skills course significantly impacted students’ self-efficacy as measured by the MSLQ,
and that this improvement is more than would be expected for students not receiving the
study skills intervention. There were no statistically significant differences on this scale
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Table 6
Independent t Test for Differences Between Academically Underprepared and
Comparison Students
Scale
CSEI
Pre-Academic SE
Post-Academic SE
Pre-Social SE
Post-Social SE
MSLQ
Pre-SE learning and performance
Post-SE learning and performance
Pre-Control of learning beliefs
Post-Control of learning beliefs
LASSI
Pretest anxiety
Posttest anxiety
Pretest attitude
Posttest attitude
Pretest concentration
Post-Concentration
Pre-Info process
Post-Info process
Pre-Motivation
Post-Motivation
Pre-Self test
Post-Self test
Pre-Main ideas
Post-Main ideas
Pre-Study aids
Post-Study aids
Pre-Time management
Post-Time management
Pretest strategies
Posttest strategies

t

P

Cohen’s d

-2.17
1.23
-1.10
0.95

.03
.22
.27
.34

.29a
.16
.14
.12

1.49
4.32
-1.64
1.37

.10
<.01
.10
.17

.20
.57a
.21a
.18

-2.85
-1.08
-0.81
.75
-0.55
1.98
-0.12
2.49
-1.99
.06
-1.18
4.78
-1.55
.81
-0.92
2.73
.16
3.21
-2.15
1.01

<.01
.28
.42
.45
.58
.05
.90
.01
.05
.95
.07
<.01
.12
.42
.36
.01
.87
<.01
.03
.32

.37a
.14
.11
.10
.07
.26a
.02
.33a
.26a
.01
.24a
.63a
.20
.11
.12
.36a
.02
.42a
.28a
.13

Note. Degrees of freedom equal 235 in all tests except in Pre-Academic SE where degrees
of freedom equal 195.7; aindicates medium effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.2-0.8; Cohen, Cohen,
West, & Aiden, 2002).
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at pretest, nor were there any statistically significant differences between groups on the
Control of Learning Beliefs scale at either time period.
Although not directly addressing academic self-efficacy, comparisons were also
made on the LASSI scales to better understand how academically underprepared students
compared to general students on study skills. On the LASSI pretest, comparison students
scored higher than academically underprepared students on the anxiety scale, the
motivation scale, and the test strategies scale. Effect sizes for these differences were
medium (d = .37, .26, and .28, respectively), indicating that skill levels of students
enrolled in the study skills courses were meaningfully lower than students not enrolled in
the course in these areas. There were no statistically significant differences between
groups on the other scales (attitude, concentration, information processing, self-testing,
selecting main ideas, study aids, and time anagement). At posttest, academically
underprepared students scored significantly higher than comparison students on the
concentration scale, the information processing scale, the self-testing scale, the study aids
scale, and the time management scale. Effect sizes for these differences varied
somewhat, with medium effect size on the concentration (d = .26), information
processing (d = .33), and study aids (d = .36) scales and somewhat larger effect sizes on
the self-testing (d = .63), and time management (d = .42) scales. These effect sizes
suggest that meaningful improvements occurred in each of these domains, particularly in
students’ abilities to test their own knowledge of material to be learned. There were no
statistically significant differences between groups on the other scales (anxiety, attitude,
motivation, self-testing, selecting main ideas, and test strategies). Taken together,
academically underprepared students increased their anxiety, motivation, and testing
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strategy skills to a level similar to comparison students. In addition, these students
surpassed the comparison students in several domains, including concentration,
information processing, creating study aids, and time management.

Research Question Two

The second research question asked (a) whether study skills course participation
resulted in a change in academic self-efficacy between the beginning and end of the
course, and (b) whether students enrolled in the study skills course demonstrated greater
increases in level of academic self-efficacy across the semester in comparison to students
not enrolled in the course. To assess change in each group, a series of paired sample t
tests for dependent samples were conducted and are presented in Table 7.
On the CSEI, a comparison of pre- to post-scores on the Academic Self-Efficacy
scale revealed a significant improvement over time in academically underprepared
students but no statistically significant change in comparison students. The medium
effect size (d = .60) of this difference suggests that the study skills course had a
meaningful impact on levels of academic self-efficacy in the students enrolled.
Both groups increased on the Social Self-Efficacy scale, with the effect size for
academically underprepared students being moderate (d = .46), while the effect size for
comparison students was small (d = .18), supporting the claim that the study skills course
had a greater impact than time alone.
On the MSLQ, academically underprepared students significantly improved on
both the self-efficacy for learning and performance scale and the control of learning
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Table 7
Paired Samples t Test for Change in Academic Self-Efficacy Over Time in Each Group
Scale
CSEI
Academic self-efficacy
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Social self-efficacy
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
MSLQ
Self-efficacy for learning and
performance
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Control of learning beliefs
Academically underprepared
Comparison students

t

P

Cohen’s d

-6.28
-1.31

<.01
.19

.60a
.12

-4.87
-2.04

<.01
.04

.46a
.18

-5.32
-0.49

<.01
.62

.50a
.04

-3.36
1.18

.01
.24

.32a
.10

Note. Degrees of freedom for the academically underprepared group equal 110, and 125 for
the comparison student group in all cases.
a
indicates medium effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.2-0.8).

beliefs scale. Effect sizes were medium for both scales (d = .50 and .32, respectively).
Comparison students did not demonstrate statistically significant change on either
subscale. Again, these findings and effect sizes support the hypothesis that the study
skills course has a meaningful impact on academic self-efficacy.
Although this research question did not address changes in study skill levels at the
beginning and end of semester, data indicated that academically underprepared students
demonstrated significant improvements from pretest to posttest on all 10 of the LASSI
subscales, while comparison students improved significantly on 7 of the 10 subscales.
Further results may be found in Table 8.
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Table 8
Paired Samples t test For Change in Study Skills Over Time in Each Group
Scale
LASSI
Anxiety
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Attitude
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Concentration
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Information processing
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Motivation
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Self-testing
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Selecting main ideas
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Study sids
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Time management
Academically underprepared
Comparison students
Test strategies
Academically underprepared
Comparison students

t

p

Cohen’s d

-6.28
-3.74

<.01
<.01

.60a
.33a

-3.80
-1.64

<.01
.11

.36a
.15

-6.09
-1.82

<.01
.07

.58a
.16

-9.19
-5.62

<.01
<.01

.87b
.50a

-6.28
-3.61

<.01
<.01

.60a
.32a

-8.83
0.10

<.01
.92

.84b
.009

-7.83
-4.76

<.01
<.01

.74a
.42a

-7.22
-3.25

<.01
.01

.68a
.29a

-6.71
-2.71

<.01
<.01

.64a
.24a

-7.27
-3.22

<.01
<.01

.7a
.29a

Note. Degrees of freedom for the academically underprepared group equal 110, and 125 for
the comparison student group in all cases.
a
indicates medium effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.2-0.8);
b
indicates large effect size (Cohen’s d > 0.8).
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In addition, a two-way repeated measures ANOVA with one repeated factor
(time) and one between subjects factor (class) was conducted to examine the interaction
between course enrollment and time (pretest to posttest change). These results may be
found in Table 9. For the CSEI academic self-efficacy scale a significant interaction was
found indicating that individuals enrolled in the study skills course changed significantly
more over time than comparison students not enrolled in the course (see Figure 2). While
the main effect for time was significant, indicating that both groups changed over time,
the main effect for course was not significant. On the social self-efficacy scale the course
by time interaction was also significant again with academically underprepared students
making greater gains over time than the comparison students (see Figure 3). The main
effect for time was statistically significant while the main effect for course was not.
Despite statistically significance change on these scales, however, effect sizes were small.
On the MSLQ self-efficacy for learning and performance scale a significant time
by course interaction was found, with academically underprepared students making
greater gains than comparison students (see Figure 4). The main effect for time was
significant as was the main effect for course. A significant time by course interaction
was also found on the control of learning beliefs scale with academically underprepared
students making greater gain than comparison students (see Figure 5). As with the CSEI
scales, effect sizes were small. Neither main effect (time, course) was statistically
significant.
All of the LASSI subscales also had significant interactions with small effect
sizes, although this information is not directly related to the present research question.
As with the measures of academic self-efficacy, academically underprepared students
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Table 9
Repeated Measures ANOVA for Measures of Academic Self-Efficacy
Scale
F
CSEI
Academic self-efficacy
Time
36.44
Course
.41
Time * course
20.43
Social self-efficacy
Time
27.89
Course
.01
Time * course
8.65
MSLQ
Self-rfficacy for learning and performance
Time
15.25
Course
10.82
Time * vourse
10.14
Control of learning beliefs
Time
2.21
Course
.01
Time * course
10.03

p

η2

<.01
.52
<.01

.13a
<.01
.08a

<.01
.93
<.01

.11a
<.01
.04

<.01
<.01
<.01

.06a
.04
.04

.14
.95
<.01

.01
<.01
.04

Note. Degrees of freedom equal 1,235 in call cases.
a
indicates moderate effect size (> .06).

tended to improve at a greater rate over time than comparison group students, catching up
or surpassing the comparison students on all scales. Results are presented in Table 10.
The final component of question two asked if academic self-efficacy mediated the
relationship between study skills and course grade or semester GPA, and if this
relationship was different for academically underprepared students versus comparison
students. Because the two courses were significantly different in a number of ways,
including level of coursework and length of the course, only semester GPA was analyzed
as the outcome variable. None of the scales used (CSEI, MSLQ, LASSI) incorporated a
total or composite score, therefore the two CSEI and MSLQ scales were each collapsed
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CSEI Academic Self-Efficacy
10
9
8
7
6
5

1730

4

1010

3
2
1
0
pre

post

Figure 2. CSEI Academic Self-Efficacy Scale interaction.

CSEI Social Self-Efficacy
10
9
8
7
6
5

1730

4

1010

3
2
1
0
pre

post

Figure 3. CSEI Social Self-Efficacy Scale interaction.
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MSLQ Self-Efficacy for Learning
and Performance
7
6
5
4

1730

3

1010

2
1
0
pre

post

Figure 4. MSLC Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance interaction.

MSLQ Control of Learning Beliefs
7
6
5
4

1730

3

1010

2
1
0
pre

post

Figure 5. MSLQ Control of Learning Beliefs interaction.
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Table 10
Repeated Measures ANOVA for LASSI
LASSI Scale

F

η2

p

Anxiety
Time
Course
Time * course

53.95
4.38
7.41

<.01
.04
<.01

.19b
.02
.03

Attitude
Time
Course
Time * course

16.21
0
3.86

<.01
.99
.05

.07a
0
.02

Concentration
Time
Course
Time * course

34.21
.61
12.01

<.01
.44
<.01

.13a
<.01
.05

113.04
1.79
9.79

<.01
.18
<.01

.33b
<.01
.04

Motivation
Time
Course
Time * course

52.66
1.16
7.70

<.01
.28
<.01

.18b
<.01
.03

Self-testing
Time
Course
Time * course

53.47
3.22
55.18

<.01
.07
<.01

.19b
.01
.19b

Selecting main ideas
Time
Course
Time * course

83.52
.22
9.27

<.01
.64
<.01

.26b
<.01
.04

Study aids
Time
Course
Time * course

62.46
1.06
16.63

<.01
.31
<.01

.21b
<.01
.07a

Time management
Time
Course
Time * course

52.06
3.30
16.90

<.01
.07
<.01

.18b
.01
.07a

Time
61.39
Course
.48
Time * course
13.29
Note. Degrees of freedom equal 1,235 in call cases.
a
indicates moderate effect size (>.06).
b
indicates large effect size (>.14).

<.01
.49
<.01

.21b
<.01
.05

Information processing
Time
Course
Time * course

Test strategies
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into one variable, while the LASSI was divided into three components. As previously
noted, the LASSI is conceptually divided into three components of strategic learning:
skill, will, and self-regulation. A total score was generated for each component for use in
the analysis. Total scores were generated for the CSEI and MSLQ by summing all items
on each measure (α = .92 and α = .94, respectively).
Multiple regression was used to analyze the possibility of a mediating relationship
following the steps outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986). First correlations were run to
examine the relationships between study skills and semester GPA, academic self-efficacy
and semester GPA, and study skills and academic self-efficacy for each group (see Table
11). If these three relationships demonstrated significant correlations, all of the study
skills and academic self-efficacy scores were added to the regression model. A
significant mediating relationship would be confirmed if the association between study
skills and semester GPA declined when academic self-efficacy was entered into the
model.
For the academically underprepared students, the Skill and Will LASSI
components significantly correlated with semester GPA (r = .192, p < .05 and r = .210,
p < .05, respectively), but the self-regulation component did not. The MSLQ also
correlated significantly with semester GPA (r = .25, p < .01), although the CSEI did not.
The CSEI was therefore dropped from the additional analysis. The MSLQ correlated
significantly with the LASSI skill (r = .49, p < .01), will (r = .42, p < .01), and selfregulation (r = .33, p < .01) components. The LASSI skill and will components were
block entered into the regression but were not significant (β = .09, p = .40 and β = .15,
p = .26, respectively). They remained insignificant when the MSLQ was added to the
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Table 11
Correlation Matrix for Academically Underprepared and Comparison Group Students
Semester
GPA

Skill
.19a

Will
.21a

Selfregulation
.14

Semester GPA

R

Skill
Will
Self-regulation
CSEI

R
R
R
R

.1a
.44b
.28b
.15

.60b
.67b
.50b

.58b
.44b

.49b

MSLQ

R

.11

.49b

.49b

.31b

.70b

.65b
.64b

CSEI
.16

MSLQ
.25b

.56b
.43b
.58b

.49b
.42b
.33b
.61b

.45b

Note. Academically underprepared students are represented above the diagonal while comparison group
students are including beneath the diagonal.
a
indicates significance at .05 level.
b
indicates significance at .01 level.

model (skill β =.02, p = .91; will β =.12, p = .36; MSLQ β = .19, p =.08). To control for
multicollinearity between the skill and will components, two separate linear regressions
were conducted to predict GPA. The skill component was able to significantly predict
GPA ((β =.19, p = .04), but the MSLQ was not significant when added to the model
(β =.20, p = .06). Likewise, the will component was a significant predictor of GPA
(β =.21, p = .03), but the MSLQ was not significant when added to the model (β =.25,
p = .06).
For the comparison students, significant correlations were found between
semester GPA and the LASSI skill (r = .182, p < .05), will (r = .436, p < .01), and selfregulation (r = .276, p < .01) components. Neither the CSEI nor the MSLQ correlated
significantly with semester GPA. Because the academic self-efficacy components were
not significantly related to semester GPA they could not mediate the relationship between
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study skills and GPA, therefore the regression was not conducted to examine their
involvement in the relationship.

Research Question 3

Logistic regression was used to assess the extent to which student retention could
be predicted based on academic self-efficacy and semester GPA. Eighty-eight percent of
the total sample was retained into the following semester (n = 209), while only 12% of
the original 237 participants did not register for classes for the upcoming term (n = 28).
The proportion of nonretained students was similar for both academically underprepared
(96 retained, 15 not retained, 15.6%) and comparison group students (113 retained, 13
not retained, 11.5%). Because of the high correlation between the CSEI subscales (r =
.620, p < .001) only the academic self-efficacy scale was selected for use in the
regression. Conceptually this scale was more directly relevant to the question. For the
MSLQ, the calculated total score was entered. The two measures of academic selfefficacy and semester GPA were entered into a logistic regression. None of the variables
significantly increased prediction of retention (see Table 12). This finding is not
surprising due to the high rate of retention in the sample.

Table 12
Predictors of Retention
Variable
Constant
Term GPA
CSEI academic self-efficacy scale
MSLQ total score

B
-.18
.39
-.18
.19

p
.12
.12
.40
.17
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The purpose of the present study was to examine the impact of study skills
courses on academic self-efficacy in college students. Colleges and universities are
increasingly offering courses aimed at improving study skills (e.g., effective note taking,
time management, preparing for and taking exams) in students considered to be at
elevated risk of dropout. Previous studies have supported these programs, indicating that
such courses and workshops significantly increase student academic success and
retention (Abrams & Jernigan, 1984; Braunstein et al., 2008; Polansky et al., 1993).
While academic indicators such as ACT/SAT scores and GPA have traditionally been
used to predict academic success in college students, an additional factor to consider is
self-efficacy, or one’s belief in her or his ability to successfully complete a task at hand.
Previous research suggests that self-efficacy, particularly specific rather than general selfefficacy, may be a significant predictor of success (Hsieh et al., 2007; Klomegah, 2007).
Although study skills programs have demonstrated success in improving student study
skills, grades, and retention, their relationship to student academic self-efficacy has not
been previously examined.
The first research question asked if there were significant differences between
academically underprepared students and comparison students at the beginning and end
of the study. Academically underprepared students had not only lower levels of study
skills ability initially, but also lower levels of self-efficacy. At pretest, academically
underprepared students demonstrated significantly lower levels of academic self-efficacy
on the CSEI academic self-efficacy scale, and achieved significantly lower scores on 3 of
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the 10 study skills subscales (anxiety, motivation, and test strategies) when compared to
students not enrolled in the course. This suggests that students enrolled in the study skills
course were correctly identified as academically underprepared in comparison to students
not enrolled in the course.
By the end of the 7-week course, academically underprepared students had
improved significantly on all four scales measuring academic-self efficacy while
comparison students only improved on one of the four scales. At posttest, academically
underprepared students’ level of academic self-efficacy was commensurate with the
comparison students, and was significantly higher than comparison students on the
MSLQ self-efficacy for learning and performance subscale. The academically
underprepared students also scored significantly higher than comparison students on 4 of
the 10 study skills scales (concentration, information processing, study aids, and time
management), and did not score significantly lower on any of the scales. Academically
underprepared students improved from pretest to posttest on all 10 of the LASSI
subscales, while comparison students improved significantly on 7 of the 10 subscales. In
summary, the findings indicate that over the duration of the 7-week study skills course
academically underprepared students increased their self-reported skill ability and their
feelings of confidence in using those skills appropriately--that is, their academic selfefficacy. Furthermore, their improvements were significantly greater than improvements
in these areas made by comparison group students.
The second research question investigated whether academic self-efficacy
mediated the relationship between study skills and academic success, and if this
relationship was different for academically underprepared students versus general
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students. Based on analyses following the Baron and Kenny (1986) model for testing
mediation effects, academic self-efficacy did not mediate the relationship between study
skills and GPA for academically underprepared or comparison group students. Study
skills were only moderately related to semester GPA for academically underprepared
students, and relationships between measures of academic self-efficacy and semester
GPA were also small. A small but significant relationship between study skills and
semester GPA was found for comparison students, but neither measure of academic selfefficacy was significantly related to semester GPA. For both academically underprepared
and comparison students the relationships between study skills and semester GPA were
small to begin with and were not improved by the addition of academic self-efficacy data,
therefore a significant mediation relationship does not appear to exist. In other words,
academic self-efficacy levels did not influence the relationship between study skills and
semester GPA, however, academic-self efficacy did influence semester GPA in
academically underprepared students. This suggests that impacting academic selfefficacy may be an important component in increasing academic success in
underprepared students.
The final research question asked if academic self-efficacy and semester GPA
could predict student retention. The vast majority of participants in the sample were
retained into the following semester (88%) and there were no significant differences in
retention between academically underprepared and comparison students. The variables
of academic self-efficacy and semester GPA were unable to improve prediction of
retention.
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Based on the findings in this study, it appears that courses targeting study skills
significantly influence study skills in academically underprepared students, corroborating
previous research supporting academic support services (Abrams & Jernigan, 1984;
Braunstein et al., 2008; Polansky et al., 1993). Additionally, these courses appear to
significantly increase academic self-efficacy in students enrolled. Furthermore, changes
in study skills and academic self-efficacy were generally substantially larger for students
enrolled in study skills courses than for those in general college courses. We can
conclude from these findings that although academic self-efficacy improves somewhat
over the course of the semester for all students, courses designed to assist academically
underprepared students have a more significant influence on this construct than typical
college courses. Previous findings that academic self-efficacy may be a weak but
significant predictor of college GPA were not supported (Gore, 2006). Although a
modest relationship between academic self-efficacy and semester GPA was found for
academically underprepared students, academic self-efficacy was not able to predict
retention among these students. However, there were strong correlations between
measures of academic self-efficacy and measures of study skill level.
Courses targeting academically underprepared students aim to increase student
success in higher learning and retention at the college level. The most reasonable
explanation for the impact of these courses on such goals is that by teaching students how
to effectively study, students perform better in their courses. Students who perform well
and therefore receive acceptable grades are more likely to be retained into additional
semesters. However, well-supported measures of study skill levels often cost a fee per
administration and may be cost prohibitive for academic support services. Measures of
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academic self-efficacy such as those used in the present study are available free of charge
and take only minimal time to complete, making them easy to integrate into a course to
monitor student progress. Because academic self-efficacy corresponded strongly with
study skills ability in this study, it may make sense for instructors of such courses to
integrate measures of academic self-efficacy as a general measure of progress over time
in students enrolled in their courses. Furthermore, students with higher levels of academic
self-efficacy may be more likely to persevere in the face of failure because of their beliefs
about their abilities, although this question requires further investigation.

Limitations

The present study indicated that students enrolled in the study skills course
examined were correctly identified as academically underprepared in comparison to
students not enrolled in the course based on lower scores on measures of academic selfefficacy and study skill ability. However, it may be that students referred to the study
skills course are more aware of their academic weaknesses, either through interpersonal
feedback directing them to the course or the material presented early in the course itself,
while comparison students “don’t know what they don’t know” in terms of academic
preparedness. If this is the case, comparison students may overestimate their skill level
while those identified as academically underprepared underestimate (or perhaps
accurately assess). Additionally, being identified as “academically underprepared” may
influence an individual’s social identity – students who struggle in comparison to their
peers or are identified as needing “extra help” may internalize messages from their
environment that asking for help is a sign of weakness or inferiority. This may further
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lower the individual’s self-beliefs, including self-efficacy, explaining additional variance
between those enrolled in the course and those who are not.
Additional differences between the academically underprepared students and
comparison students may be relevant. The average age of academically underprepared
students was significantly higher than the age of comparison students. This difference
was not surprising, as students referred to the study skills course are more likely to be
return students who have spent time away from school between high school and college,
or after some college experience. The study skills course also has a larger proportion of
student athletes, students on academic probation, and students referred from campus
resource centers such as the Disability Resource Center or Counseling and Psychological
Services. The impact of these differences is unclear. Furthermore, the study did not
allow for examination of differences between students of various class levels (ie. do
effects differ between freshmen and seniors?). It may be that students who are not
identified early enough in their academic careers as academically underprepared are less
likely to be retained, meaning that a greater range of ability may be present in students
just beginning higher learning than those who have a few years “under their belts.”
These newer students may have more cognitive flexibility, allowing them to develop new
skills more easily than teaching new “tricks” to “old dogs.”
The sample at hand consisted of a homogenous sample of primarily Caucasian
students in northern Utah. Thus, the findings cannot be generalized to other populations.
Future studies would benefit from larger sample sizes including a more diverse
population of students in terms of ethnicity, experience in higher learning, and other
demographic factors. Variables such as physical and/or learning disabilities,
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socioeconomic status, and whether one is a first-generation student may also have
significant influence on student skill level upon arrival to a higher education setting as
well as their personal beliefs about their ability to be a successful student. A greater
understanding of these unique factors will allow study skills classes, and the higher
education environment overall, to better meet the needs of these students (e.g.,
specialized courses and academic advising support).
Additionally, based on the 7-week nature of the study skills course examined in
this study, data was collected at somewhat atypical intervals. The first sample of students
was surveyed at the beginning of the semester and mid-term, while the second sample
was surveyed at mid-term and the end of the semester (as corresponded with the
beginning and end of each seven-week course). This meant that comparison group
students were not surveyed at the beginning and end of their course, but at the beginning
and mid-term or mid-term and end of the semester. This prohibited our analyses from
examining long-term outcome of study skills course participation such as grades, GPA,
and study skill and self-efficacy levels in the following semester or future semesters.
Further research may seek to examine the ongoing effect of study skills courses at later
time periods in order to understand long-term effects. Additionally, our sample was
relatively small and unable to address the question of retention to the extent desired, and
focused instead on performance. Longer-term studies may be better suited to address the
question of self-efficacy’s impact on retention.

Future Directions for Research
Future research may also seek to identify or develop more specific measures of
academic self-efficacy. Although the CSEI and MSLQ were the best measures identified
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for the study, a more comprehensive measure of academic self-efficacy may be useful.
There is not currently a “gold standard” measure for academic-self efficacy that is widely
known or used. Interestingly, while the CSEI and MSLQ significantly correlated with
one another for academically underprepared students, only the MSLQ significantly
correlated with semester GPA. This indicates that while the measures reasonably
measure a similar construct, there is something that the MSLQ assesses that the CSEI
does not. It would be useful for future research assessing academic self-efficacy or
programs that may seek to monitor academic self-efficacy as an outcome measure if a
more developed measure were introduced. Furthermore, it should be kept in mind that
these measures rely on self-report and may not always convey accurate information based
on individual bias, deception, or misunderstanding in completing the measures.
Based on the findings of this study, it may be advisable for programs and courses
targeted at assisting academically underprepared students to consider academic selfefficacy as an important construct to be considered in intervention. Assessing pre- and
post-intervention levels of academic self-efficacy in addition to study skills may enrich
assessments of program effectiveness by providing data that is more representative of the
internal experience of students (increased confidence, belief in one’s ability to succeed).
Furthermore, this may be a fiscally advantageous approach to program evaluation based
on the correlation between academic self-efficacy and study skills ability. Although the
present study was not able to support academic self-efficacy as a direct predictor of
retention, academic self-efficacy did correlate with other relevant factors such as
semester GPA and may reflect student’s persistence even during times of academic
difficulty. For these reasons academic support services may consider monitoring change
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in levels of academic self-efficacy in students identified as academically underprepared
as an indicator of program effectiveness.
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Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire Items
1. If I study in appropriate ways, then I will be able to learn the material in this course.*
2. I believe I will receive an excellent grade in this class.
3. I’m certain I can understand the most difficult material presented in the readings for this
course.
4. It is my own fault if I don’t learn the material in this course.*
5. I’m confident I can learn the basic concepts taught in this course.
6. I’m confident I can understand the most complex material presented by the instructor in
this course.
7. If I try hard enough, then I will understand the course material.*
8. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on the assignments and tests in this course.
9. I expect to do well in this class.
10. If I don’t understand the course material, it is because I didn’t try hard enough.*
11. I’m certain I can master the skills being taught in this class.
12. Considering the difficulty of this course, the teacher, and my skills, I think I will do
well in this class.
Starred items corresponding to the Control of Learning beliefs Scale, unstarred items
belong to the Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance Scale
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College Self-Efficacy Inventory
Think about yourself as a college student. For each of the statements below, circle the
number that best represents your confidence.
How confident are you that you could successfully complete the following tasks?
(Circle one number)

1
2
Not at all
Confident

3

4

5

6

7

1. Make new friends at college.**
2. Divide chores with others you live with.
3. Talk to university staff.**
4. Manage time effectively.*
5. Ask a question in class.**
6. Participate in class discussions.**
7. Get a date when you want one.**
8. Research a term paper.*
9. Do well on your exams.*
10. Join a student organization.**
11. Talk to your professors.**
12. Join an intramural sports team.
13. Ask a professor a question.**
14. Take good class notes.*
15. Get along with others you live with.
16. Divide space in your residence.
17. Understand your textbooks.*
18. Keep up to date with your schoolwork.*
19. Write course papers.*
20. Socialize with others you live with.
* items corresponding to the Academic Self-Efficacy Scale
** items corresponding to the Social Self-Efficacy Scale

8

9

10
Extremely
Confident
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Department of Psychology
2810 Old Main Hill
Logan UT 84322-2810
Telephone: (435) 797-1460
INFORMED CONSENT
THE IMPACT OF STUDY SKILLS COURSES ON
ACADEMIC SELF-EFFICACY IN COLLEGE FRESHMEN
Introduction/ Purpose Dr. Susan Crowley in the Department of Psychology and graduate
student Brenna Wernersbach are conducting a research study to find out more about academic
self-efficacy in college freshmen. You have been asked to take part because of your enrollment
in one of two classes: 1) Psychology 1010: Introduction to Psychology, or 2) Psychology 1730:
Strategies for Academic Success. There will be approximately 250 participants in this research.
Procedures If you agree to be in this research study, you will be asked to complete four surveys;
1) a demographic questionnaire, 2) the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ),
3) the College Self-Efficacy Inventory (CSEI), and 4) the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory
(LASSI). The surveys will all be available in an online format, and should take approximately 25
minutes to complete. You will also be asked to provide an email address that may be used to
reach you in six weeks to ask for your participation in the post-test portion of the study, at which
time the MSLQ, CSEI, and LASSI will be re-administered. We also ask that you allow access by
the researchers to your USU academic records including enrollment status, grades, and
academic standing, for use in the study’s final analysis. All information provided for use in the
analysis will be de-identified.
Risks Participation in this study involves minimal risk. The majority of questions that will be
asked in each of the surveys are of an academic nature. Should any concerns regarding your
academic skills or abilities arise as a result of your participation in the study, you are encouraged
to contact the Academic Resource Center at Utah State University for guidance. The Academic
Resource Center may be found in the Taggart Student Center Room 305 or reached at (435)7971128. There is a slight risk of loss of confidentiality, however, we will take steps to reduce that
risk as described below.
Benefits Both community and individual benefits may be gained from this study. Following the
completion of the initial survey, your results on the LASSI will be made available to you. The
LASSI is a measure of learning and study strategies aimed at addressing student awareness
about and use of skill, will, and self-regulation components of learning. The LASSI is often used
to screen for student strengths and weaknesses as well as diagnose areas for intervention. This
information may be of use to you as you develop your study strategies for college. Following the
completion of the follow-up survey, you will receive a second set of LASSI results which may be
used to assess your progress in each of these areas. On a wider scale, the results may provide
suggestions for colleges and universities in providing student support and increasing student
retention.
New Findings During the course of this research study, you will be informed of any significant
new findings (either good or bad), such as changes in the risks or benefits resulting from
participation in the research, or new alternatives to participation that might cause you to change
your mind about continuing in the study. If new information is obtained that is relevant or useful to
you, or if the procedures and/or methods change at any time throughout this study, your consent
to continue participating in this study will be obtained again.
Explanation & offer to answer questions If you have any questions or concerns about the
study, you may contact the researcher, Brenna Wernersbach at
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Brenna.M.Wernersbach@aggiemail.usu.edu or Dr. Crowley at Susan.Crowley@usu.edu or
(435)797-1251.
Compensation Course credit will be given in PSY1730 for participating in this research study; an
alternative assignment will also be provided by your instructor should you prefer not to participate.
One lab credit may be earned in PSY 1010 for participating in this research study.
Voluntary nature of participation and right to withdraw without consequence Participation in
this research study is entirely voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw at any time
without consequence or loss of benefits. However, in line with the course syllabus 1010 students
must complete both surveys in order to receive lab credit. The information you provide may be
withdrawn from this study without your consent by the investigator if data are incomplete, you
have been readmitted to the university after a period of absence, or if you are under the age of 18
or over the age of 65.
Confidentiality Research records will be kept confidential, consistent with federal and state
regulations. All academic information will be de-identified by assigning a study ID and removing
your name and A# from records, and email addresses will be removed from responses to online
surveys after the data are downloaded from the survey system. Only the investigator and
research assistants will have access to the data which will be kept on a password-protected
computer in a locked room. Personal, identifiable information will be kept for approximately six
months, after which it will be destroyed.
IRB Approval Statement The Institutional Review Board for the protection of human participants
at USU has approved this research study. If you have any pertinent questions or concerns about
your rights or a research-related injury, you may contact the IRB Administrator at (435) 797-0567
or email irb@usu.edu. If you have a concern or complaint about the research and you would like
to contact someone other than the research team, you may contact the IRB Administrator to
obtain information or to offer input.
Investigator Statement “I certify that the research study has been presented to the participant
through this informed consent document. The individual has been given the opportunity to ask
questions about the nature and purpose, the possible risks and benefits associated with
participation in the study.”
Signature of PI & Student Researcher

_______________________________
Susan Crowley, PhD, Principal Investigator
Department of Psychology
Utah State University
Susan.Crowley@usu.edu
(435)797-1251

______________________________
Brenna Wernersbach, Student Investigator
Department of Psychology
Utah State University
Brenna.M.Wernersbach@aggiemail.usu.edu
(435)797-7101

Signature of Participant By signing below, I agree to participate.

_______________________________
Participant’s signature

______________________________
Date

_____________________________________________________________________________
Participant email

